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UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
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No. 00-1389

HERVAN | . SHALLER,

Plaintiff

and

CORA E. SHALLER

ver sus

ARTHUR A WALKER, LEISURE WORLD COWUN TY
CORPORATI ON; LEI SURE WORLD OF MARYLAND
CORPORATI ON;  MONTGOMERY MUTUAL, | NCORPORATED,;
ROBERT E. SULLIVAN, RITA S. RAMSEY; RICK
Pl TMAN, KIM VITI, Shul man, Rogers, Gandal,
Pordy & Ecker, P.A., Attorney for Arthur A
wal ker; JAMES P. SULLIVAN, Shul man, Rogers,
Gandal, Pordy & Ecker, P.A, Attorney for
Arthur A Wal ker ; WLLIAM JOHN HI CKEY,
Mont edoni co, Ham | ton & Altman, P.C., Attorney
for Leisure Wrld Conmmunity Corporation;
THOMAS C. MJGAVERO, Montedonico, Hamlton &
Altman, P.C., Attorney for Leisure Wrld
Community Corporation; DURKE G  THOVWPSQON,
Judge in the Grcuit Court for Mntgonery
County, Maryland; JAMES L. RYAN, Judge in the
Crcuit Court for Montgonmery County, Maryl and,
JAMES C. CHAPIN, Judge in the Crcuit Court
for Montgonery County, Maryl and,

- Appel | ant,

Pl aintiff,

Def endants - Appel | ees.



Appeal fromthe United States District Court for the District of
Maryl and, at Greenbelt. Alexander WIllianms, Jr., District Judge.
(CA-00-677- AW

Submitted: June 15, 2000 Deci ded: June 21, 2000

Bef ore NI EMEYER and MOTZ, Circuit Judges, and HAM LTON, Senior Cr-
cuit Judge.

Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.

Herman |. Shaller, Appellant Pro Se.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.
See Local Rule 36(c).



PER CURI AM

Herman |. Shaller appeals the district court’s order denying
relief on his conplaint alleging injury due to exposure to asbestos
and m sconduct by judges and attorneys involved with Shaller’s
state court litigation concerning the alleged asbestos exposure.
W have reviewed the record and the district court’s opinion and
find no reversible error. Accordingly, we affirmon the reasoning

of the district court. See Shaller v. Walker, No. CA-00-677-AW

(D. Md. Mar. 17, 2000)." We dispense with oral argunent because
the facts and | egal contentions are adequately presented in the na-
terials before the court and argunent woul d not aid the deci sional

process.

AFFI RVED

" Although the district court’s order is marked as “filed” on
February 16, 2000, the district court’s records show that it was
entered on the docket sheet on February 17, 2000. It is the date
the order was entered on the docket sheet that we take as the
effective date of the district court’s decision. See Fed. R Cv.
P. 58 and 79(a); WIlson v. Murray, 806 F.2d 1232, 1234-35 (4th Gr.
1986) .




